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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 29-31, 33-37, 39, and 40-43 are pending in the present application, Claims 29, 
35, and 40 having been amended, and Claims 41-43. Support for the present amendment is 
found, for example, at page 23, line 14 to page 24, line 21, page 27, line 20 to page 28, line 1, 
page 29, lines 1-7, page 35, lines 3-5, and page 36, lines 10-14 of the originally filed 
specification, and Figs. 2 and 4B. Applicants respectfully submit that no new matter is 
added. 

In the outstanding Office Action, Claims 35-37 and 39-40 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C §101 as directed toward unpatentable subject matter; Claims 29-31, 33-37, and 39-40 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph; Claim 40 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§112, second paragraph; Claims 29, 30, 33-36, and 39-40 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as unpatentable over Geradts et al., Methods for Identification of Images Acquired 
with Digital Cameras (hereinafter Geradts ) in view of Schipper et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,764,770, hereinafter Schipper ); and Claims 31 and 37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as unpatentable over Geradts in view of Schipper , and further in view of Chen et al., 
Symmetric Phase Only Matched Filtering of Fourier-Mellin Transforms (hereinafter Chen ). 

With respect to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, the independent 
claims are amended to remove the phrase "due to an etching mask." Furthermore, amended 
Claim 29 is supported by the specification in at least the portions noted above. Furthermore, 
Applicant's Fig. 4A shows a plot for a distinctive pattern of light receiving elements, which 
have an amplitude above zero. Thus, there is support for detecting variations in a non-zero 
amount of light striking the light receiving elements. 
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Moreover, with respect to the written description requirement, there is no in haec 
verba requirement, and claim elements may be supported by the specification through 
express, implicit, or inherent disclosure. 1 If a skilled artisan would have understood the 
inventor to be in possession of the claimed invention at the time of filing, even if every 
nuance of the claims is not explicitly described in the specification, then the adequate 
description requirement is met. See, e.g., Vas-Cath, 935 F.2d at 1563, 19 USPQ2d at 1 1 16; 
Martin v. Johnson, 454 F.2d 746, 751, 172 USPQ 391, 395 (CCPA 1972) (stating "the 
description need not be in ipsis verbis [i.e., "in the same words"] to be sufficient"). 

Furthermore, by way of explanation, the light receiving elements have an exemplary 
structure as shown in Applicant's Fig. 2, with an aperture 13. The aperture is formed by 
etching. While the aperture is formed to be as uniform as possible, variations in its shape 
occur. 3 Due to the variation in shape of the aperture 13 of the different light receiving 
elements, there is a variation in the shape of the light striking the light receiving elements. 4 

Furthermore, it is noted that the present specification states "[t]his variation is the 
light receiving sensitivity is not artificial and is distinctive to each light receiving element like 
a fingerprint." 5 "[T]he variation in manufacture of the light receiving sensitivity of the light 
receiving sensitivity of the light receiving elements arising in the image data generated by the 
camera is utilized to identify if image data to be identified was capture by a predetermined 
camera." 6 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that amended Claim 29 complies with 
the written description requirement of 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. The other 
independent claims are similarly amended. Thus, this ground of rejection is overcome. 

1 MPEP §2163. 

2 Specification, page 23, line 15. 

3 Specification, page 23, lines 22-24. 

4 Specification, page 24, lines 2-9. 

5 Specification, page 24, liens 10-12. 

6 Specification, page 24, lines 16-21. 
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The informality noted in the preamble of Claim 40 is corrected. Thus, the rejection of 
Claim 40 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, is overcome. 

With respect to the rejection of Claims 35-37 and 39-40 under 35 U.S.C. §101, 
method Claim 35 is amended to indicate that it is tied to a particular device. Accordingly, 
this ground of rejection is overcome. 

With respect to the rejection of Claim 29 as obvious over Geradts and Schipper , 

Applicant respectfully submits that the amendment to Claim 29 overcomes this ground of 

rejection. Amended Claim 29 recites, inter alia, 

a light receiving unit configured to receive 
respective light on respective light receiving elements, the 
light receiving elements including an aperture, wherein 
different apertures vary in shape and cause distinctive 
variations in a light receiving sensitivity of the light 
receiving elements; [and] 

a correlation detection unit configured to detect 
variations in a non-zero amount of light striking different 
light receiving elements, the different light receiving 
elements having distinctive variations in light receiving 
sensitivity due to the different aperture shapes. 

Geradts and Schipper , taken alone or in proper combination, do not disclose or suggest every 

element of amended Claim 29. 

As discussed in the specification, each light receiving element has an aperture that 
varies in shape. Thus, the light receiving elements have distinctive variations in light 
receiving intensity due to an etching mask. Page 24 of the present specification describes 
how the distinctive variations are "like a fingerprint." 

Geradts states "We have looked into different methods of examining the cameras to 
determine if a specific image has been made with a camera; defects in CCDs, file formats 
that are used, noise introduced by the pixel arrays and watermarking in images used by 
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the camera manufacturer " (emphasis added). 7 Thus, Geradts is concerned with defects in 
CCDs. Moreover, Geradts states "[f]rom these experiments it is still not clear which kind of 
pixel defects (as mentioned in the previous section) are visible." 8 Thus, Geradts does not 
disclose or suggest detecting variations in a non-zero amount of light striking different light 
receiving elements, the variations being due to the different aperture shapes. 

The defects described in Geradts appear to pertain to pixel elements that do not 
register receiving light (i.e., Figs. 2 and 4 where visible white dots are seen). There is no 
detection of variations in a non-zero amount of light striking different light receiving 
elements in Geradts . 

There is no disclosure or suggestion in Geradts that any consideration is given to 
variations in a non-zero amount of light striking different light receiving elements. 

Thus, Geradts does not disclose or suggest the above-noted elements of Claim 29. 

Furthermore, Schipper has been considered, but does not cure the above-noted 
deficiencies in Geradts . 

In view of the above-noted distinctions, Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 29 
(and any claims dependent thereon) patentably distinguish over, Geradts and Schipper , taken 
alone or in proper combination. Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 35 recites 
elements analogous to those of amended Claim 29. Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 
35 patentably distinguishes over, Geradts and Schipper , taken alone or in proper combination, 
for at least the reasons stated for Claim 29. 

Moreover, Applicant respectfully submits that Claim 34 further patentably 
distinguishes over Geradts . Claim 34 recites "generate a plurality of second image data 
making light strike said light receiving elements in a plurality of states of different lens 
apertures." Geradts does not disclose or suggest using different lens apertures. 

7 Geradts , abstract. 

8 Geradts, p. 508. 
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Page 8 of the Office Action merely cites to Fig. 4 of Geradts . However, there is no 
disclosure in Geradts that the images in Fig. 4 were taken with different apertures. On the 
contrary, Geradts states "a surface with the same intensity lighting." 9 The dark image on the 
right in Geradts Fig. 4 does not necessarily mean a closed aperture. It is noted that Geradts 
explicitly describes taking an image of a dark object or a gray surface. 10 However, there is no 
discussion of the aperture settings, or varying aperture settings. Thus, Claim 34 further 
patentably distinguishes over Geradts . 

Consequently, in light of the above discussion and in view of the present amendment, 
the present application is believed to be in condition for allowance and an early and favorable 
action to that effect is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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9 Geradts, p. 508. 

10 Id. 
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